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program in question was legal. It only 
grants the telecommunications car-
riers immunity if the Attorney General 
certifies those carriers cooperated with 
intelligence activities designed to de-
tect or prevent a terrorist attack and 
that such a request was made in writ-
ing and with the assertion that the pro-
gram was authorized by the President 
and determined to be lawful. 

Finally, this bill provides the fairest 
course of action for addressing corpora-
tions that, when presented with an ur-
gent official request at a critical period 
for our Nation’s security, acted in a pa-
triotic manner and provided assistance 
in defending this Nation. These compa-
nies were assured that their coopera-
tion was not only legal but necessary 
and essential because of their unique 
technical capabilities. Also note that 
the President initially authorized the 
NSA program in the early days and 
weeks after the September 11 attacks, 
attacks that shocked our Nation and 
forced us to quickly react and adjust to 
the new reality of the 21st century, 
where terrorism was occurring in our 
own backyard. If a telecommunications 
company was approached by Govern-
ment officials asking for assistance in 
warding off another terrorist attack 
and those Government officials pro-
duced a document stating the Presi-
dent had authorized that specific activ-
ity and that activity was regarded as 
legal, could we say the company acted 
unreasonably in complying with this 
request? 

In the interest of protecting our Na-
tion in this new environment of the 
21st century and bringing stability and 
certainty to the men and women who 
are in our intelligence community as 
they carry out their very vital and 
critical missions in defending and pre-
serving our freedoms at home, I urge 
passage of FISA reform that is bipar-
tisan, that respects an active balance 
among all branches of Government, 
that will establish a key role for the 
courts going forward in evaluating sur-
veillance measures in the United 
States and against U.S. persons abroad 
and that we will allow the intelligence 
community to devote its full efforts to 
fighting and winning the war on terror. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

PRYOR). The Senator from Oklahoma. 
f 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, there is 

confusion as to the order of the speak-
ers. I ask unanimous consent that the 
junior Senator from Pennsylvania, Mr. 
CASEY, be recognized for up to 15 min-
utes, in morning business, to be fol-
lowed by me, to be recognized for up to 
35 minutes in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. CASEY. Reserving the right to 
object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized. 

Mr. CASEY. Will the Senator modify 
his request to add Senator WEBB to 

that lineup to be the next Democratic 
speaker? 

Mr. INHOFE. May I ask how long Mr. 
WEBB, the junior Senator from Vir-
ginia, wishes to speak? 

Mr. CASEY. Ten minutes. 
Mr. INHOFE. I amend my request 

that it be, first, Senator CASEY for 15 
minutes, Senator WEBB for 10 minutes, 
and myself for 35 minutes in morning 
business. 

This is the new request: I ask unani-
mous consent that the junior Senator 
from Pennsylvania, Mr. CASEY, be rec-
ognized for up to 15 minutes, after 
which I will be recognized for up to 35 
minutes, and then the Senator from 
Virginia, Mr. WEBB, will be recognized 
for up to 10 minutes in morning busi-
ness. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Pennsylvania is 
recognized for up to 15 minutes. 

Mr. CASEY. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from Oklahoma for work-
ing through that unanimous consent 
agreement. 

f 

IRAQ 

Mr. CASEY. I rise today to speak 
about the war in Iraq. There is a lot of 
talk in this Chamber and across this 
town and across the country about our 
economy, and that is justifiable. But 
we have to remember that in the midst 
of a difficult economy in America, 
there is a lot to talk about and to work 
on to respond to that. We still have a 
war in Iraq to worry about, to debate, 
and to take action on. I don’t think we 
can lose sight of a war that grinds on 
without end in Iraq. 

This war does burden our troops, ob-
viously, with repeated and prolonged 
deployments and, in fact, drains our 
national resources. The war hampers 
our efforts in places such as Afghani-
stan and Pakistan, the real frontlines 
in the global struggle against Islamic 
terrorism and extremism. 

So we must ask ourselves at least a 
couple of questions when it comes to 
the war in Iraq. There are many, but 
there are at least a few I can think of. 

What are we in the Congress doing 
about this war today, this week, this 
month, and in the months ahead, even 
as we struggle to deal with a difficult 
economy? 

The second question might be: When 
will the Iraqi Government start serious 
discussions on national reconciliation? 

Third, how will we know when we 
have achieved our objectives in Iraq? 
How will we know that? 

Finally, and I think the most com-
pelling question is: When will our 
troops come home? 

Last night, the President spoke 
about a number of topics, and one was 
the economy. One of the first words the 
President said with regard to the econ-
omy, he talked about a time of uncer-
tainty. Mr. President—President Bush 
I mean—I disagree. With regard to the 
economy, this is not about something 

that is uncertain. It is very certain. 
The lives of Americans, the perilous 
and traumatic economy they are living 
through is not uncertain or vague or 
foggy. It is very certain. The cost of ev-
erything in the life of a family is going 
through the roof, and we have to make 
sure we respond to that situation. 

I argue that word ‘‘uncertainty’’ does 
apply when it comes to the war in Iraq 
in terms of our policy. I would argue to 
the President what is uncertain, if 
there is uncertainty out there in our 
land, it is about the war in Iraq. Uncer-
tainty, frankly, about what our plan is 
in Iraq and what is this administration 
and this Congress doing to deal with 
this war in Iraq. That is where the un-
certainty is. I think the reality of the 
economy is very certain for American 
families. 

While the headlines about Iraq have 
all but vanished from the front pages 
and television screens and the adminis-
tration continues to divert attention 
elsewhere, we have a fundamental obli-
gation as elected representatives of the 
American people to continue to focus 
on the war until we change the policy 
and bring our troops home. 

We marked the first year anniversary 
of the President’s decision to initiate a 
troop escalation in Iraq, and we are 
coming upon the fifth anniversary of 
the invasion of Iraq. 

Last night, in his State of the Union 
Address, the President described the 
surge in very positive terms. Make no 
mistake about it—we all know this— 
our soldiers have succeeded in their 
mission with bravery and heroism and 
violence in many parts of Iraq is, in 
fact, down. Yet despite all that, despite 
all that effort, despite all that work, 
Iraq today is still not a secure nation, 
and it will not be secure until its lead-
ers can leave the Green Zone without 
fear of assassination. It will not be se-
cure until they can leave the Green 
Zone without fear of suicide bombings. 
It will not be secure until its own na-
tional Army and police forces can 
stand up and protect all of Iraq’s peo-
ple without regard to ethnicity or 
creed. 

In assessing whether the surge has 
worked, we should pay attention to the 
President’s words from a year ago. 
President Bush declared in January 
2007, when he first announced the 
surge: 

Iraqis will gain confidence in their leaders 
and the government will have the breathing 
space it needs to make progress in other crit-
ical areas. 

Those are the President’s words. So 
let’s judge this issue by his words. 
Judged by those standards enunciated 
by the President, we can only conclude 
the surge has not worked, if that is 
what the objective was. I add to that, 
when I was in Iraq in August and I 
talked with Ambassador Crocker about 
the terminology used by this adminis-
tration with regard to the war, because 
I said sometimes the terminology is 
way off and misleading, he said: The 
way I judge what is happening here is 
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whether we can achieve sustainable 
stability. That is what he said, sustain-
able stability. 

Based upon what Ambassador Crock-
er said and based upon what the Presi-
dent said, if we measure what is hap-
pening now against those standards, 
the surge has not worked, based upon 
those assertions by the Ambassador 
and by the President. 

The troop escalation did not prompt 
the Iraqi Government to make the hard 
choices or to meet the benchmarks laid 
out by the administration. As General 
Petraeus told me in that same meeting 
this past summer in Baghdad, the war 
in Iraq can only be won politically, not 
militarily, and he said that on the pub-
lic record as well. But on national rec-
onciliation, oil sharing, and other key 
issues where Iraqis must forge agree-
ment in order to allow U.S. forces to 
eventually withdraw, we do not see 
nearly enough progress. In fact, the 
evidence of substantial progress is very 
bleak. 

We heard recently about things that 
have been happening in Iraq. Although 
the Iraqi Parliament passed a 
debaathification measure this past 
month, it is unclear how far the legis-
lation will go toward addressing Sunni 
concerns, since serious disagreements 
exist on the law’s implementation. 
Some contend that former Baathists 
will still be barred from important 
ministries such as Justice, Interior, 
and Defense. 

As has often occurred in the past, 
once again the Iraqi political leader-
ship has chosen to avoid the hard 
choices and instead kick the can down 
the road, ensuring further bloodshed 
and national fragmentation in the in-
terim. 

We all know how long this war has 
endured. It has endured longer than the 
war we know as World War II. It is 
longer than that war, with over 3,900 
dead, 178 Pennsylvanians, the number 
of wounded in Pennsylvania is about 
1,200 or more; across the country, 
28,000. Our military forces have done 
everything we have asked of them. 
They have matched the bravery and 
success in every way possible of those 
great American warriors who preceded 
them in past conflicts. But our troops, 
the best fighting men and women in 
the world, cannot force a foreign gov-
ernment to be stable, they cannot force 
the Iraqi national police to put aside 
their deep-seated sectarianism and cor-
ruption, and they cannot force Iraqi 
political leaders to want progress as 
much as our troops do and as much as 
the Iraqi people deserve. 

We have much to do to make 
progress. But here is what is happening 
lately. This is a very important point, 
and I conclude with it. The President is 
showing every sign that he intends, in 
the waning days of his administration, 
to lock the United States and, in par-
ticular, to lock our fighting men and 
women into a long-term strategic com-
mitment in Iraq without consultation 
with the elected representatives of the 

American people in Congress. He has 
signaled to the Iraqi Government that 
the United States can maintain signifi-
cant U.S. troop levels in Iraq for at 
least 10 years—10 years—if not longer. 
He seeks to negotiate a long-term stra-
tegic agreement with the Iraqi Govern-
ment that would commit the United 
States to providing security assurances 
to the Iraqi Government against exter-
nal aggression—an unprecedented com-
mitment that could embroil the United 
States in a future regional conflict or 
even a full-scale Iraqi civil war. The 
President’s senior aides have proposed 
that such an agreement would need to 
be ratified by the Iraqi Parliament— 
the Iraqi Parliament—and bypass the 
U.S. Congress. That is unacceptable to 
me and I think to anyone in this body 
and to the American people, and it is 
why five other Members of this body 
joined me in December in sending a let-
ter to the President stating that the 
Congress must be a full and coequal 
partner in extending such long-term 
commitments. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD my 
letter of December 6, 2007, to the Presi-
dent. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, DC, December 6, 2007. 

President GEORGE W. BUSH, 
The White House, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: We write you today 
regarding the ‘‘Declaration of Principles’’ 
agreed upon last week between the United 
States and Iraq outlining the broad scope of 
discussions to be held over the next six 
months to institutionalize long term U.S.- 
Iraqi cooperation in the political, economic, 
and security realms. It is our understanding 
that these discussions seek to produce a 
strategic framework agreement, no later 
than July 31, 2008, to help define ‘‘a long-term 
relationship of cooperation and friendship as 
two fully sovereign and independent states 
with common interests’’. 

The future of American policy towards 
Iraq, especially in regard to the issues of 
U.S. troop levels, permanent U.S. military 
bases, and future security commitments, has 
generated strong debate among the Amer-
ican people and their elected representa-
tives. Agreements between our two countries 
relating to these issues must involve the full 
participation and consent of the Congress as 
a co-equal branch of the U.S. government. 
Furthermore, the future U.S. presence in 
Iraq is a central issue in the current Presi-
dential campaign. We believe a security com-
mitment that obligates the United States to 
go to war on behalf of the Government of 
Iraq at this time is not in America’s long- 
term national security interest and does not 
reflect the will of the American people. Com-
mitments made during the final year of your 
Presidency should not unduly or artificially 
constrain your successor when it comes to 
Iraq. 

In particular, we want to convey our 
strong concern regarding any commitments 
made by the United States with respect to 
American security assurances to Iraq to help 
deter and defend against foreign aggression 
or other violations of Iraq’s territorial integ-
rity. Security assurances, once made, cannot 
be easily rolled back without incurring a 

great cost to America’s strategic credibility 
and imperiling the stability of our nation’s 
other alliances around the world. Accord-
ingly, security assurances must be extended 
with great care and only in the context of 
broad bipartisan agreement that such assur-
ances serve our abiding national interest. 
Such assurances, if legally binding, are gen-
erally made in the context of a formal treaty 
subject to the advice and consent of the U.S. 
Senate but in any case cannot be made with-
out Congressional authorization. 

Our unease is heightened by remarks made 
on November 26th by General Douglas Lute, 
the Assistant to the President for Iraq and 
Afghanistan, that Congressional input is not 
foreseen. General Lute was quoted as assert-
ing at a White House press briefing, ‘‘We 
don’t anticipate now that these negotiations 
will lead to the status of a formal treaty 
which would then bring us to formal negotia-
tions or formal inputs from the Congress.’’ It 
is unacceptable for your Administration to 
unilaterally fashion a long-term relationship 
with Iraq without the full and comprehen-
sive participation of Congress from the very 
start of such negotiations. 

We look forward to learning more details 
as the Administration commences negotia-
tions with the Iraqi government on the con-
tours of long-term political, economic, and 
security ties between our two nations. We 
trust you agree that the proposed extension 
of longterm U.S. security commitments to a 
nation in a critical region of the world re-
quires the full participation and consent of 
the Congress as a co-equal branch of our gov-
ernment. 

Sincerely, 
ROBERT P. CASEY, JR., 
ROBERT C. BYRD, 
EDWARD M. KENNEDY, 
JIM WEBB, 
HILLARY RODHAM CLINTON, 
CARL LEVIN, 

United States Senators. 

Mr. CASEY. We now learn that the 
President, in signing the Department 
of Defense authorization bill into law 
yesterday, has once again taken the 
opportunity to issue another infamous 
signing statement, imposing his own 
interpretation of a law over the clear 
intent of the Congress. 

Let’s not forget that this important 
legislation has been needlessly delayed 
for weeks because the President want-
ed to defer to concerns of the Iraqi 
Government over compensation for 
U.S. victims of Saddam Hussein’s acts 
of terrorism. Let me repeat that. A 
critical pay raise for our troops was de-
layed because a foreign government 
raised concerns with this White House. 

In signing the Department of Defense 
authorization bill into law, the Presi-
dent declared his right to ignore—ig-
nore—several important provisions, in-
cluding the establishment of an impor-
tant special commission to review war-
time contracting. This provision was 
an initiative of the Senate Democratic 
freshmen class, led by Senators WEBB 
and MCCASKILL. The President also de-
clared his right to ignore a provision 
prohibiting funding for U.S. military 
bases or installations in Iraq that fa-
cilitate ‘‘permanent station’’ of U.S. 
troops in Iraq. 

Let me say that again in plain lan-
guage. This provision sought to pre-
vent the United States from estab-
lishing permanent bases in Iraq, and 
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the President has indicated he may ig-
nore—ignore—this provision. Every 
time senior administration officials are 
asked about permanent military bases 
in Iraq, they contend it is not their in-
tention to construct such facilities. 
Yet this signing statement issued by 
the President yesterday is the clearest 
signal yet that the administration 
wants to hold this option in reserve. 
This is exactly the wrong signal to 
send both to the Iraqi Government and 
its neighbors in the region and to oth-
ers as well. 

Permanent U.S. military bases gives 
a blank check to an Iraqi government 
that has shown no evidence that it is 
ready to step up and take full responsi-
bility for what happens in Iraq. Perma-
nent U.S. military bases feeds the prop-
aganda of our enemies, who argue that 
the U.S. invasion in 2003 was carried 
out to secure access to Iraq’s oil and 
establish a strategic beachhead for the 
U.S. military in the region. Permanent 
U.S. military bases means U.S. troops 
will be in Iraq for years to come, ensur-
ing that the great strain on the Amer-
ican military will continue indefi-
nitely. 

Finally, and I will conclude with 
this, we have a lot on our plate this 
year to deal with. We have the econ-
omy to deal with and so many other 
difficult issues, but the war in Iraq 
continues to be a central foreign policy 
challenge faced by the President, by 
the Congress, and by the Nation. When 
this President departs office after 8 
years, he should not—should not—com-
mit our soldiers and our Nation to 10 
more years—10 more years—if not 
longer, and hundreds of billions of dol-
lars, if not more, spent on the war in 
Iraq. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor, and I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, it is my 
understanding, under a previous unani-
mous consent request, that I would be 
recognized for up to 35 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

f 

THE THIRD REASON 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I don’t 
very often do this, but I am going to 
make a presentation today, and I 
would like to give it a title, and the 
title is ‘‘The Third Reason.’’ The sub-
title very likely could be ‘‘The third 
reason we are winning in Iraq, and we 
should be in Iraq.’’ 

I have to say that I have had occa-
sion to be there many times, and there 
is no doubt in my mind and, I don’t 
doubt, in many people’s minds that we 
are actually winning in Iraq. But be-

fore I address this, I would like to 
point out something very few people 
are aware of; that is, the mess that was 
inherited by George W. Bush right 
after 9/11. 

First of all, if we look back during 
the 1990s, there was this euphoric atti-
tude that the Cold War was over and 
we no longer needed a national defense 
system. So during the 1990s, during the 
Clinton administration, we started 
decimating the system. And I have the 
documentation here because a lot of 
people don’t understand this. 

If you would take what happened in 
the first year, or the last year of the 
previous administration over the first 
year the Clintons had control of the 
budget, and if we had taken a flat 
amount to determine how much we 
were going to be spending on defending 
America, then draw a straight line and 
only add into that the inflation—in 
other words, that is what it would be if 
we didn’t do anything else—well, the 
budget that came from the White 
House is this red line down here. If you 
take the difference between the red 
line and what would have been a flat 
budget, it is $412 billion. In other 
words, $412 billion came out of our de-
fense system. However, the good news 
was that Congress looked at that and 
said that is too big of a cut, so they in-
tervened and raised President Clinton’s 
budget up to this brown line in the 
middle. So what was inherited by this 
President was an amount $313 billion 
less than it would have been if it had 
just been a static amount. 

Now, that would have been bad 
enough—and I have always contended 
we have to make that the No. 1 pri-
ority in America: to defend America— 
but to make it worse, on 9/11 we went 
to war, and then we were pushed into a 
situation of going into and liberating 
Iraq, and all of a sudden, people started 
standing on the floor of the Senate and 
saying things like: Well, how in the 
world could this President be getting 
into deficits, how could he be spending 
so much, and all of this. This is the 
reason: because we started off $313 bil-
lion less than during the time period of 
the previous administration. That is 
the seriousness of it. 

Now, I say that just because I recall 
so well the confirmation hearings for 
the Secretary of Defense, Secretary 
Rumsfeld. During his confirmation 
hearings, they were making statements 
at that time about what were they 
going to do with the problems that 
were there and that we are under-
funded in the military, that our mod-
ernization program has gone sideways, 
our force strength is not what it should 
be, and what should we do about that. 
This was all live on TV. 

During the confirmation hearing— 
and I was on the Senate Armed Serv-
ices Committee—I said: Mr. Rumsfeld, 
we have a problem I see as very seri-
ous, and that is you are going to get all 
of your generals around you, we are 
going to get all these smart people, and 
they are going to be asked what are we 

going to be confronted with 10 years 
from today, and the generals, as smart 
as they are, are going to be wrong. 

I can remember what I said at that 
meeting 7 years ago. I said: The last 
year I was in the House of Representa-
tives, I was attending a House Armed 
Services Committee hearing, and in 
that committee hearing an expert wit-
ness said: Ten years from now, we will 
no longer need ground troops in Amer-
ica. 

Of course, we saw what happened in 
Kosovo and Bosnia, and we knew that 
was wrong. So I said: Since we can’t 
tell where we are going to be 10 years 
from now, and there is a lead time in 
preparing for war or a contingency, 
what is the answer to this thing? We 
don’t know if we are going to have the 
best strike vehicles or lift vehicles or 
the best artillery pieces. 

He said: I have made a study of that, 
and you are asking the right person, 
because in the average year, for the 100 
years of the 20th century, we spent 5.7 
percent of our GDP on defense. At the 
end of the 1990s, it went down to 2.7 
percent. 

I said: Down to 2.7 percent. Where 
should it be? 

He said: We don’t know for sure but 
somewhere in excess of 4 percent, prob-
ably 41⁄2 percent, which is still less than 
it was for the previous several hundred 
years. 

That was kind of interesting to me 
because when you look right now, how 
many people in America realize there 
are some things we have that are not 
as good as some of our potential adver-
saries? 

I would say that one of my heroes 
prior to the time he was Chief of the 
Air Force was GEN John Jumper. Gen-
eral Jumper stood up and said pub-
licly—in 1998, I believe it was—he said: 
Now the Russians are making a strike 
vehicle that is better than our best, 
and he talked about the SU–27s and the 
SU–30s. Our best were the F–15s and the 
F–16s. That was a shocking statement. 
So we started working on the F–22 and 
the F–35, the Joint Strike Fighter. 

Right now, the best piece of artillery 
we have in our arsenal is World War II 
technology. It is a Paladin. It is some-
thing where you have to get out after 
every shot and swab the breech the way 
you did back in World War II. So now 
we are stepping ahead. But this has all 
happened during this administration, 
where we now have the new FCS—Fu-
ture Combat System—that is going to 
revolutionize, for the first time in 
probably 40 years, how we fight battles. 

I only say that because this is some-
thing we are going to have to contend 
with in the future, and it also paints a 
pretty good picture as to where we 
were when this thing happened on 9/11. 

I would like to suggest there are 
three reasons we went into Iraq. The 
liberation of Iraq is the first one, and 
that is called to my mind now because 
I had an experience—you will enjoy 
this, I say to my good friend from Ar-
kansas, who is occupying the chair— 
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